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The Social Current Of Capitalist Dictatorship? Neoclassical Economic And Non-Marxist Sociological
Conceptualization
Milan Zafirovski
“Proud “traitors to their class,” members of the Patriotic Millionaires are high-net worth
Americans, business leaders, and investors who are united in their concern about the
destabilizing concentration of wealth and power in America”-https://patrioticmillionaires.org/about/
[Americans] should not take democracy as granted--Supreme Court Chief Judge (2020).
Direct correspondence to Milan Zafirovski, Department of Sociology, University of North Texas, Denton, TX 76203,
USA. E-mail zafirovski@unt.edu

1. Introduction
As the first opening citation indicates, some members of the American capitalist “class” as its “traitors” express their
“concern about the destabilizing concentration of wealth and power in America” with respect to democracy, especially
after the 2016 Presidential elections and the formation of an ultra-conservative, radical-right government and more
broadly political regime persisting at present. In essence, their concern, as well as arguably that of most members of
non-capitalist classes, by implication is that the growing “concentration of wealth and power in America” under
dominant conservatism post-2016 in the hands of capital versus labor leads to a variation of what even economists
deplore as “capitalist dictatorships” or pro-capitalist “dictatorial regimes.” (See Olson 2000, also, Acemoglu and
Robinson 2006; Acemoglu, Egorov, and Sonin 2018; Besley and Kudamatsu 2006; Piketty 2014, 2020.) Consequently,
their concern implies a plea for “outgrowing” such a concentration of wealth and power and hence effective or potential
“capitalist dictatorships” in America and beyond, just as their non-capitalist variants (Olson 2000; Sandler 2002).
Evidently, even for some, even if limited sections of the American capitalist class, capitalist dictatorship in America
through the extreme concentration of wealth and power under pro-capital, anti-labor conservatism is a clear and present
danger post-2016 that needs to be addressed and averted by these and other social classes and perhaps analyzed and
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theorized by sociologists. In short, by so doing these members of the capitalist class open the problem or puzzle of
capitalist dictatorship as a social current or prospect in America post-2016 and at present—a Pandora’s sociological
box.
Further, even some US conservatives precisely at the time of writing these lines unwittingly imply the social
current or specter of capitalist dictatorship and relatedly an authoritarian conservative regime in America through the
concentration and in extension abuse of wealth and power by capital and related processes. For example, the Supreme
Court chief judge, while together with its conservative majority typically “agreeing” and siding with the radical-right
government on virtually all matters of legal dispute, declared in 2020 that Americans “should not take democracy as
granted” and thus implied that it is not irreversible but could be reversed into a non-democratic system. As both US
conservatives and non-conservatives probably know, such a political and social system could only or primarily be
capitalist or conservative dictatorship given the unchallenged status of capitalism as an economic system and the
prevalence of conservatism as an ideology and politics since Reaganism and post-2016 despite some transient setbacks
(as during the Great Recession and 2018 Congressional elections). More specifically, they know that this system could
solely or mainly assume the form of capitalist and/or conservative autocracy and dynasty and even, as some of them
admit or alarm, already has progressively tended to take on this shape post-2016 and especially at present.
In light of the warnings by sections of the capitalist class and the preeminent figure of the US judicial system,
this essay deals with Pandora’s sociological box of the problem or puzzle of capitalist dictatorship and particularly
autocracy, as an imminent prospect and to some degree a present danger and indeed partial social current. Therefore,
this social current and seemingly urgent problem specifically in the US post-2016 empirically rationalizes the present
conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship. A broader empirical rationale for this endeavor constitutes the actual
existence, persistence and relative salience of “capitalist dictatorships” or their equivalents and proxies in social reality
and history in general. Within this broader context, hence the most recent justification is the apparent social current or
specter of “capitalist dictatorships” or mobilizations in the US post-2016 and via global contagion other Western and
non-Western societies within global capitalism.
Hence, what is to be gained by describing countries, such as especially the core Western societies of global
capitalism, with formal democratic institutions, voting rights, and typical liberal rights as dictatorships is a mix of
theoretical and empirical benefits. The theoretical benefit is reformulating and examining the theory of capitalism and
democracy that the first can be compatible, complementary and linked both with formal democratic institutions, voting
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and liberal rights and with their opposites depending on social-structural conditions, power constellations and historical
conjunctures and times. What one gains theoretically is hence that this theory is generative or permissive both of
capitalism’s combination with and affirmation of such components of democracy—i.e., capitalist democracy—and its
disjuncture from and negation of them, thus capitalist dictatorship and similar regimes.
The empirical gain therefore consists in doing justice to the historical and current observations that capitalism
combines not only with democracy to form capitalist democracy by affirming formal democratic institutions and voting
and liberal rights, but also with nondemocracy to result in capitalist dictatorship and similar regimes by suppressing
these political liberties1. Thus, what one gains empirically is alerting to this history and reality, notably that even
centuries-old Western capitalist democracies, including the US and Great Britain since the 1980s or post-2016, with
established formal democratic institutions, voting and liberal rights appear vulnerable and indeed prone to dictatorial
and other undemocratic tendencies that can eliminate or subvert them, not to mention such vulnerability in Germany,
Italy and Europe during the 1930s. In sum, the empirical benefit of the concept of “capitalist dictatorship and its
elaboration is that is one can take democracy and thus its formal democratic institutions and voting and liberal rights as
unchallenged and granted only at its own peril, as even the above conservative Supreme Court chief judge warned with
reference to present political tendencies and events in the US.
The theoretical rationale for this conceptualization consists of the sociological theory of capitalism as
representing or associated with both a democratic and non-democratic system, specifically the possibility of its
authoritarian version, which non-Marxist sociology and parts of neoclassical economics imply, apart from its explicit
prediction in Marxist theories. Consequently, this justification includes the conception and designation of “capitalist
dictatorship” that lacks sufficient and requires further conceptualization and formulation in non-Marxist sociology, as
well as neoclassical economics. The concept of capitalist dictatorship is mostly implicit and secondary in the
sociological, economic and related literature, with the exception of Marxist sociology and economics. where it is
explicit and prominent. Still, the concept is sometimes explicit even in the literature, as in “noncommunist
1 Lindblom (1982: 332) while noting that the relation between democracy and capitalism is “more complex” than capitalist defenders (Hayek
and Friedman) claim, remarks that no capitalist society “can achieve a fully developed democracy because the market imprisons the policymaking process”. Further, he laments that those living in capitalist, “market oriented” systems described as liberal democratic “exercise
significantly less control over policy than we have thought. And we are also less free than we may have thought”, inferring that these are the
“inevitable consequences of imprisonment” of democratic policy-making processes by capitalism (Lindblom 1982: 336).
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dictatorships” and especially “capitalist dictatorships” or pro-capitalist “dictatorial regimes” and “dictatorships”
generally (Lindbeck 1971; Olson 2000, also, Acemoglu and Robinson 2006; Acemoglu, Egorov, and Sonin 2018;
Besley and Kudamatsu 2006). Notably, “outgrowing communist and capitalist dictatorships” (Olson 2000; Sandler
2002) represents the most and even probably only known explicit use of the concept in the neoclassical economic and
broader sociological literature by contrast to its frequent uses in Marxist theory.
In methodological terms, the following is a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological
conceptualization of “capitalist dictatorship” as a pure concept or Weberian ideal type of which some features actual
societies in capitalism will exhibit but not conform in all respects and thus approximate in varying degrees and ways.
This conceptualization hence considers “capitalist dictatorship” a first conceptual approximation to existing Western
and non-Western societies within global capitalism. Further, it shows that one can conceptualize not only modern
capitalism and by implication capitalist democracy, as in Weber’s original version, but also “capitalist dictatorship”
and related regimes in ideal-typical terms, which he does not explicitly attempt but perhaps leaves open as a possibility
(e.g., the blend of religious dictatorship through Calvinist theocracy with capitalism).
Taken together, the strong rationale for proposing and analyzing the above concept of “capitalist dictatorship” is
introducing a new or neglected theoretical and empirical category into sociological theory and research. To that extent,
this incorporation will enhance sociological knowledge, understanding and the field of sociology, more particularly,
comparative-historical, political sociology and social stratification. Sociological theory and research need and require
such a concept to help understand and explain the rise and proliferation of such social systems especially post-2016 in
the US and beyond and generally the global expansion of capitalism. Moreover, without adopting and operating with
the concept of “capitalist dictatorship” sociological theory and research may well be incapable or ill-equipped to fully
understand, explain and predict many societal developments and events in the US and beyond post-2016.
With the above as background, the remainder of the paper proceeds to conceptualize capitalist dictatorship as
follows.

2. Unconstrained Rule Of Capital
Unconstrained and in that sense dictatorial power, domination and thus rule of capital over non-capital is the general
and indeed axiomatic conceptualization and definition of capitalist dictatorship as an ideal type, pure concept or
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theoretical model which actual societies approximate or exemplify to greater and lesser degrees. Crucially for the
present purpose, this represents or approaches a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological conceptualization,
rather than, as it may seem, just a Marxist one.
Neoclassical or mainstream economics conceives dictatorships in terms of dictatorial power and rule of one
production factor or a group of economic agents over other factors and agents (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006; Besley
and Kudamatsu 2006). Especially “libertarian” economics defines and indeed abhors pre- and non-capitalist, especially
communist dictatorships precisely as the coercive power and unconstrained rule of non-capital, notably labor as a
production factor or a group of agents, over capital factors or groups (Lucas 2009; Olson 2000). However, this
neoclassical and “libertarian” conception and abhorrence of dictatorships is applicable to what parts of mainstream
economics admit, although “libertarianism” a la the Chicago School vehemently denies, as “capitalist dictatorships”
because the latter constitute a special subset of the former set (Olson 2000; Sandler 2002). Hence, applying this
neoclassical conception of dictatorships results in conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship as the coercive power and
unconstrained dictatorial rule of capital as a production factor or a group of economic agents over non-capital factors or
groups.
Similarly, non-Marxist, including Pareto’s (1963) and other, sociological theory conceptualizes dictatorships
and related regimes in terms of unrestrained dictatorial power and rule of one social stratum or elite over other strata or
non-elites in society. Particularly, Pareto’s sociological and related non-Marxist theory characterizes pre- and noncapitalist dictatorships in terms of dictatorial rule of a non-capital social stratum or elite such as feudal aristocracy and
labor over capital strata. Like the neoclassical economic version, this sociological conception of dictatorships applies to
their special case of capitalist dictatorship which, unlike “libertarianism,” non-Marxist, especially Pareto’s , sociology
admits as a reality or does not rule out as a possibility (also, Benhabib and Bisin 2018). Therefore, an application of this
sociological conception allows conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship as the unrestrained dictatorial power and rule of
capital as a social stratum or elite over non-capital strata or non-elites in society. Both conceptualizations of capitalist
dictatorship are non-Marxist ones deriving from anti-Marxist neoclassical “libertarian” economic and sociological
Pareto-style conceptions of dictatorships, including their pre and non-capitalist variations. If they resemble the Marxist
conceptualization, this resemblance reflects the economic determinism neoclassical, “libertarian” economics, including
“rational choice theory”, share with orthodox Marxism, though at different conceptual micro- and macro levels, as well
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as parts of non-Marxist sociology, especially Pareto, adopting and restating Marx’s theory of class struggle and
domination in the form of elite conflicts and rule.
By being unconstrained dictatorial rule and an extreme form of arbitrary power within capitalism, capitalist
dictatorship axiomatically denies, suspends or violates the principle of non-dictatorship as the minimum necessary,
though perhaps not sufficient, condition of democracy and more broadly freedom in society. This again constitutes or
comes close to the neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological characterization of capitalist dictatorship rather
than only the Marxist.
Neoclassical and even classical economics since Pareto and J. S, Mill through Keynes and Schumpeter
postulates the principle of non-dictatorship--and alternatively, “citizens” sovereignty”--as the condition of “capitalist
democracy”, “social choice” and the “social welfare maximum” (Arrow 1969; also, Sen 1995; Stiglitz 2012).
Consequently, it treats dictatorships as flagrant violations of this principle and extreme examples of arbitrary power,
thus negations of “capitalist democracy”, social choice and welfare, simply all of them being “equally bad” (Segal
2000; Sen 1999). To that extent, this applies to capitalist non-communist dictatorships so long as sections of
neoclassical economics admit them, and not just to their non-capitalist communist opposites with which it continues to
preoccupy and “libertarianism” indeed to obsess. It follows that like non-capitalist dictatorships, capitalist dictatorship
commits a gross violation of the neoclassical “Pareto principle and the conditions of nondictatorship” and an “extreme
example” of the “arbitrariness of power” within capitalism (Sen 1995).
Similarly, non-Marxist sociological theory postulates or implies the principle of non-dictatorship--and
alternatively popular sovereignty--as the necessary condition of democracy, social wellbeing and equal life chances,
and considers dictatorships violations of it and anti-democratic opposites (Dahrendorf 1979; Riley and Fernández
2014). Accordingly, just as do pre- and non-capitalist dictatorships, capitalist dictatorship qualifies as a violation of the
non-dictatorship principle and an opposite of democracy. Both characterizations of capitalist dictatorship are thus nonMarxist by applying neoclassical economic and broader sociological conceptions of dictatorships, even if they may
resemble the Marxist for the noted or other reasons.
Particularly, due to capital unconstrained dictatorial rule, capitalist dictatorship violates the principle of nondictatorship by violating that of non-coercive acquisition, distribution and concentration of wealth and power.
Accordingly, it forms the system of coercive accumulation, distribution and concentration of wealth and power by
capital as the exercise and expression of such rule, which represents a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist
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sociological characterization, not just the Marxist. Neoclassical economics characterizes political democracy, as well as
“a Pareto-efficient society”, by non-coercive redistribution of income or wealth from rich to poor agents, as a
dimension of the principle of non-dictatorship (Barro 1999; Olson 2000). Consequently, it conceives dictatorships as
systems of coercive redistribution of income, wealth and thus directly or indirectly power from one set of agents to
another.
If the neoclassical approach wants to be consistent, this conception applies to “capitalist dictatorships” that
develop as peculiar systems of coercive redistribution of wealth and power from non-capital to capital, not only to the
non-capitalist redistributing coercively in the opposite direction. Most neoclassical, especially “libertarian”, economics
denies, overlooks or minimizes the coercive redistribution of wealth and power from non-capital to capital or poor to
rich strata and overstates and obsesses with that in the opposite direction, but this characterization of capitalist
dictatorship is an unavoidable result of its conception of dictatorships as such distributive systems. Coercive
redistribution of wealth and power from non-capital to capital characterizes and identifies capitalist dictatorship as
much as that from capital to non-capital does non-capitalist dictatorships unless one claims, as “libertarian” Chicagostyle apologetic economics may well do, that the first is indeed non-coercive and/or economically efficient compared to
the second. For example, the program of so-called Reaganomics in America was reportedly the mostly coercive
“redistribution of wealth in favour of the wealthy and of power in favour of the powerful” (Solow, Budd, and
Weizsacker 1987).
The above applies, with usual disciplinary variations, to non-Marxist sociological theory that considers the noncoercive redistribution of wealth and power a dimension of the principle of non-dictatorship and a characteristic feature
of democracy, while considering dictatorships and similar systems violations and aberrations (Dahrendorf 1979;
Hällsten and Pfeffer 2017). This yields the sociological characterization of capitalist dictatorship as a system of
coercive redistribution of wealth and power from non-capital to capital social strata as respective non-elites and elites
in Pareto’s and similar frameworks. In both cases involving neoclassical economics and such sociological theory, the
resulting conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship is non-Marxist, although it may resemble the Marxist for the above
or additional reasons.
The preceding eventuates in--or perhaps should begin with--conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship as simply the
dictatorship by capital of non-capital, which is even a more axiomatic and stronger conceptualization of this pure
concept and ideal type. Crucially in the present context, while self-evident this also constitutes or approximates a
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neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological conceptualization, even if it may resemble or converge with the
Marxist. Neoclassical and other economics sometimes defines the concept or variation of capitalist dictatorship such as
autocracy in capitalism as the “dictatorship of the rich” versus democracy defined as the “dictatorship of the poor” or
middle classes (Besley and Kudamatsu 2006). Since by assumption the rich in capitalism are primarily capitalists and
the poor and even middle classes non-capitalists, this effectively amounts to the seemingly redundant definition in
terms of dictatorship of capital over non-capital. More broadly, it suggests that capitalist dictatorship represents a
specific variation of the “dictatorship of the rich”, including autocracy, oligarchy, plutocracy and aristocracy in the
sense of wealthy ruling agents and classes within neoclassical economics as well as non-Marxist, including Pareto’s
and Weber’s , sociological theory. In this respect, the dictatorship of capital over non-capital is a neoclassical economic
and non-Marxist sociological rather than an exclusive Marxist conception. In addition, apologetic “libertarian” and
related economics conceives and abhors non-capitalist communist dictatorships as the dictatorship by non-capital
agents of capital, while denying capitalist dictatorship in the Western core and relegating it to the non-Western
peripheral settings of global capitalism (Glaeser and Shleifer 2002; Lucas 2009). However, if one admits the reality or
potential of capitalist dictatorships, what defines these regimes is precisely the dictatorship by capital of non-capital
production factors or agents.
Non-Marxist sociological theory also conceives capitalist and similar dictatorships such as Pareto’s oligarchies,
aristocracies and plutocracies in terms of dictatorship of the wealthy and consequently of capital in the setting of
capitalism. Relatedly, its conception of non-capitalist communist dictatorships as the dictatorship of the non-rich or
non-capital strata implies as its logical counterpart that of capitalist dictatorship in the opposite sense. In both cases, the
conceptualization of the latter as the dictatorship of capital as the rich stratum within capitalism results from applying
non-Marxist approaches from neoclassical economics and sociological theory even if they may evoke Marxist analysis.
Further, conceptualizing it simply as the dictatorship of capital has the merit of implicitly distinguishing it from procapitalist or pro-capital dictatorships, so long as these enable, sustain and even blend, but are not fully identical, with
the dictatorial rule of capitalists or the wealthy (Robinson 2013). In this regard, capitalist dictatorship attains a higher,
indeed ultimate degree of unrestrained dictatorial rule of capital than do pro-capitalist dictatorships; conversely, for
these reasons the second represent typical covariates and allies of the first.
Finally, one can conceptualize or visualize capitalist dictatorship after the image of a “dictator game” or a set of
such and other antagonistic games capital starts, plays and typically wins over non-capital players. In this context,
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capitalist dictatorship arises and persists because capitalists play “dictator games” and behave as dictators against and
dominate non-capitalists. The game imagery is originally a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist visualization rather
than a Marxist one, aside from exceptions like derivative “rational choice Marxism” and some neo-Marxist applications
of game theory to class conflict in capitalism (Wright 2000). Thus, some economic theories represent dictatorship in
general within experimental environments as the “dictator game” and a set of dictator and ultimatum games, as do
rational choice sociologists (Andreoni, Rao, and Trachtman 2017; Opp 2011). Accordingly, they depict its ruling
agents after the image of “hardnose” dictators, with the occasional exception or desideratum of a paternalistic or
benevolent dictator (Cherry, Frykblom, and Shogren 2002; Stiglitz, Sen, and Fitoussi 2009; Thaler 2018).
If so, the game-style imagery of dictatorship also applies to its capitalist form given that even for some
economists this is real or possible and all dictatorships are functionally equivalent in their consequences for society,
simply “equally bad”, with secondary differences between them in degrees of un-freedom and oppression versus those
in substance (Segal 2000). Such an application allows constructing an imagery of capitalist dictatorship as that of all
dictatorships in field and experimental environments: the stage of a dictator game or a series of such games capital
plays against and usually wins against non-capital, thus of capitalists as “hardnose” dictators over non-capitalists, and
occasionally benevolent or paternalistic ones (Stiglitz et al. 2009; Thaler 2018). Moreover, as observers suggest,
capitalists tend to play and win the “dictator game” against non-capitalists in real-life settings such as contemporary
American capitalism during recent times (Stiglitz 2012). Conceptualizing or imagining capitalist dictatorship and
capitalism generally in the image a “dictator game” may not be fully satisfactory or just metaphorical from the
sociological standpoint (except for “rational choice theory”) but is instructive in that it provides an example of a
neoclassical economic and non-Marxist conceptualization from the stance of orthodox Marxism.
Capitalism, State And Capitalist Dictatorship
Consistent with conceptualizing “capitalist dictatorship” in these terms, the paper adopts the neoclassical economic and
non-Marxist sociological definitions of capitalism present or implicit in sociologists and economists like Weber,
Schumpeter, Keynes, Parsons, Dahrendorf, and others. It defines capitalism as a socioeconomic system of mass
production, distribution, demand and consumption, which capital as a production factor controls and dominates, is
profit-driven, involves a set of competitive and monopolistic markets, and arises and operates in both national societies
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and global settings (also, Piketty 2014). In view of the last elements, what characterizes capitalism is a globallyevolving and expanding system of socioeconomic processes, relations and structures rather than just a nationally
defined static mode of production, with national systems of capitalisms forming constitutive and interlinked
components of a global capitalist complex. As defined, capitalism can fuse or link both with a liberal-democratic state
as well as an open civil society and illiberal, authoritarian states, plus closed civil societies (Habermas 2001; Piketty
2014). The first fusion or linkage generates democratic capitalism, i.e., capitalist liberal democracy and civil society as
a political-economic and overall societal system. The second engenders undemocratic capitalism, including potentially
or ultimately capitalist dictatorship, plus closed civil society, as a political-economic and societal system. It follows that
capitalist dictatorship arises or is possible when capitalism eliminates or dissociates from a liberal-democratic state and
blends or associates with illiberal, authoritarian states, thus as the result of a breakdown of capitalist democracy.
Space constraints preclude elaborating a theory of state, so suffice it to propose that the nature, operation and
outcomes of capitalism as a socioeconomic system determine and predict the character and type of state or government,
thus the presence of capitalist democracy or capitalist dictatorship that in turn sustains and reinforces it. Specifically, as
an intrinsically and invariably dominant production factor and ruling class in capitalism, capital’s control and
domination depending on its nature and effects operates as a primary determinant and predictor of the state. Capital
domination that is relatively democratic or non-repressive, as through certain mechanisms of economic democracy,
including unionization, collective bargaining and labor codetermination, likely fuses or associates, ceteris paribus, with
a democratic state. In this sense, the high degree of economic democracy of capitalism predicts, all else being equal, the
corresponding level of political democracy of the state, while the second sustains and reinforces the first and thus
relatively democratic capital control (Dahl 1985; Western and Rosenfeld 2011). Empirical cases in point or proxies
include reportedly most Western European societies, notably Scandinavian countries, fusing relatively democratic
capital domination with capitalist liberal democracy (Hällsten and Pfeffer 2017; Nickell 2008).
Conversely, capital control/domination that is primarily undemocratic or repressive by suppressing economic
democracy, from unionization and collective bargaining to labor codetermination, is likely to merge or link, ceteris
paribus, with an authoritarian, including dictatorial, state. In this regard, the lack of economic democracy of capitalism
predicts, all else being equal, the absence of political democracy of the state, while the latter sustains and reinforces the
former and so undemocratic capital control (Dahl 1985; Piketty 2014; Piven 2008). Particularly, the unrestrained power
of capital is predictive of a dictatorial form of state through capitalist dictatorship, with the second sustaining and
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reinforcing the first. Exemplifications or approximations within the Western core of global capitalism reportedly are
Great Britain and the US since Thatcherism and Reaganism and post-2016, merging or linking the relatively
unrestrained power of capital with an authoritarian or repressive state (Kimeldorf 2013). Overall, the basic element of a
theory of state in this context is that the character and type of power and domination of capital mostly determines that
of the state, and conversely, the latter sustains the former. This complements the concept of capitalist dictatorship as the
unrestrained power and domination and dictatorial rule of capital in conjunction with an undemocratic state.
In sum, the conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship as an ideal type in these terms may be self-evident but
the point is that one can construct it by applying approaches from neoclassical economics and non-Marxist, including
Pareto’s and Weber’s , sociological theory rather than deriving it from Marxist sociology, even if resembling the latter
at some points. One can conceptualize it as the dictatorship or unrestrained dictatorial rule of capital and the wealthy
overall over non-capital or the poor using neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological frameworks without
needing the Marxist.

3. Capitalist Autocracy
A specific and individualistic conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship is in terms of autocracy in capitalism as its
personal variation. Capitalist autocracy axiomatically represents the dictatorship or dictatorial rule of a single capitalist
as an ideal type, which in reality may combine with family dynasty as well as oligarchy and plutocracy. Notably,
conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in terms of autocracy exemplifies a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist
sociological rather or more than a Marxist conceptualization.
While Marxist sociology only occasionally conceptualizes capitalist dictatorship as autocracy probably avoiding
the latter as too individualistic and obscuring class rule, neoclassical economic and to some extent non-Marxist
sociological theories often conceive dictatorships, including non-capitalist communist ones, as autocracies. Moreover,
aside from some exceptions, most neoclassical economic theories tend to equate and reduce dictatorships to autocracies
and dictators to autocrats, including military dictatorships to personal rule even when actually they mostly operate as
small-group domination (juntas), expressing an individualistic bias. As another expression of this individualism, these
economic theories consider most autocracies to substitute for group rule such as oligarchy, plutocracy and family
dynasty, as well as more rarely to lead to the latter (Fearon 2011; Olson 2000). Some of these theories define autocracy
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as the “dictatorship of the rich” apparently in the individualistic sense of a single rich individual or in conjunction with
family dynasty as well as oligarchy and plutocracy (Besley and Kudamatsu 2006).
To that extent, these neoclassical economic theories of dictatorships as autocracies logically extend to capitalist
dictatorship as their admitted special case. First, this extension involves reconceptualizing capitalist dictatorship, like
all other dictatorships and dictators, in terms of autocracy and autocrats, which is hence mostly a neoclassical and thus
non-Marxist conceptualization. Such an approach exposes capitalist dictatorship as a mere autocratic regime within
capitalism ruled by autocrats, and thus as the most primitive and extreme case and face of dictatorships and dictators. In
historical terms, the approach presents capitalist dictatorship as a successor of autocracies in pre-capitalism, thus as
continuing rather than, as its conservative and “libertarian” defenders claim and “capitalist democracy” aims,
overcoming them (Schumpeter 1965). The extension has the probably unintended effect of making a supposedly novel
capitalist dictatorship “nothing new under the sun” of long-standing pre-capitalist autocracy, including that in slave,
caste and feudal systems, apart from secondary differences in degree rather than substance of autocratic rule (Lee
2007).
In substantive terms, this extension reveals capitalist dictatorship in the sense of autocracy as an ultimate
successor, as well as initial precedent, of group rule (class domination in Marxist sociology). Like all autocracies in the
neoclassical economic framework, capitalist autocracy replaces, as well as prefigures, oligarchy and plutocracy as
forms of group rule in capitalism (Acemoglu et al. 2018; Besley and Kudamatsu 2006). In this regard, the framework
latently exposes capitalist dictatorship in the form of autocracy as a personal degeneration of group dictatorial rule that
is itself a degenerate form of power from the standpoint of democracy. Relatedly, with respect to non-Marxist
sociological theory such as that of Pareto, capitalist dictatorship as autocracy arises as the individual degeneration of
elite rule such as aristocracy, oligarchy and plutocracy that are in their own right degenerate forms of power in the
context of democracy (also, Benhabib and Bisin 2018).
Second, the extension entails redefining capitalist autocracy as the “dictatorship of the rich” in the sense of an
individual wealthy agent in ideal-typical isolation from or in real-life conjunction with family dynasty, oligarchy and
plutocracy within capitalism. If autocracy is the “dictatorship” of a rich individual agent alone or in association with
other agents, this applies to its capitalist variation despite the denials of its existence or even possibility in the
American/Western core of global capitalism by “libertarian” economics. So long as most economic theories equate
dictatorships to autocracies and autocrats as the most or only visible to individualist economists and define them in
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such terms, the same approach applies to capitalist dictatorship and autocracy, if admittedly all dictatorial regimes are
“equally bad” and thus functionally equivalent (Segal 2000).
While most of these theories preoccupy with defunct pre-capitalist and obsess with disappearing or transformed
non-capitalist dictatorships as autocracies, some admit or imply their capitalist forms or proxies and thus conceive them
as autocratic regimes (Acemoglu et al. 2018; Besley and Kudamatsu 2006). Moreover, the definition of autocracy as
the “dictatorship of the rich” comprises primarily pre-capitalist and capitalist autocracies or dictatorships insofar as it
defines non-capitalist ones as the “dictatorship of the non-rich” (“dictatorship of the proletariat” in orthodox Marxism).
Furthermore, this turns out to be primarily a definition of capitalist autocracy and so dictatorship so long as precapitalist autocracies and rich groups, such as slave, caste and feudal rulers, are extinct, or merged, as in Great Britain,
with capitalist ones, in capitalism (Piketty 2014). To that extent, the only autocracy as the “dictatorship of the rich” that
exists in contemporary society is capitalist, although in its more formal definitions (personal rule) it may also include
rarified non-capitalist autocracies. If this is the case, it makes the neoclassical economic conception of dictatorships as
autocracies and definition of these fully and indeed primarily applicable to what some of them admit as capitalist
dictatorship and autocracy.
At any rate, the preceding conceptualizing of capitalist dictatorship as autocracy accords with such a
neoclassical economic framework rather than with the Marxist so long as the latter mostly refrains from such
conceptualizations as contradictory to its fundamental conception of class domination and so collective rule. Further, it
is in the spirit of non-Marxist sociological, particularly Pareto’s , theory that conceptualizes dictatorship in terms of
autocracy, although to a lesser degree, arguably because of being an exercise in sociology, than does neoclassical
economics committing the “fallacy of misplaced concreteness” by mostly seeing autocracies in dictatorships. While
this sociological theory prefers conceptualizing dictatorship and more broadly non-democracy in terms of elite or class
rule--which Pareto (1963) typically equates--such as aristocracy, oligarchy and plutocracy, it uses the notion autocracy
more than does Marxist sociology, aside from some exceptions combining orthodox Marxist class-based and elitist
conceptions (e.g., Block 1990; Domhoff 2013; Hacker and Pierson 2010; Lindblom 2001). As a result, non-Marxist
sociological theory features frequent conceptions of dictatorships as autocracies, although less than as aristocracies,
oligarchies and plutocracies and other forms of elite or class rule, thus only on the latter converging, as does Pareto and
partly Weber, with Marxist class-conflict sociology. In addition, this theory, notably Pareto’s , considers dictatorship in
the form of autocracy both a precedent and especially an ultimate outcome and individual degeneration of aristocracy,
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oligarchy, plutocracy and other elite or class rule as a degenerate form of power in its own right, yet prevailing in
relation to popular democracy. This sociological theory characterizes autocracy as the dictatorial rule of an individual
member of the elite or ruling class, who is, as with Pareto, invariably rich and rules in ideal-typical insulation,
separation and distance from or in historical-empirical association and reciprocal reinforcement (along with some
tension) with aristocracy, oligarchy, and plutocracy.
Accordingly, this non-Marxist sociological theory of dictatorship as autocracy, as well as oligarchy and
plutocracy, applies to its peculiar capitalist form, just as to its pre- and post-capitalist forms. The result is
conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in terms of autocracy, as well as aristocracy, oligarchy and plutocracy, thus an
autocratic regime in capitalism, succeeding, with some modifications, rather superseding pre-capitalist autocracies in
slave, caste and feudal regimes. This application also leads to redefining capitalist autocracy as the dictatorial rule of an
individual member of the elite or ruling class in capitalism, ruling in Weberian ideal-typical purity or actual
conjunction (and occasional opposition) a la Pareto with aristocracy, oligarchy, and plutocracy. No matter how one
defines this autocratic regime, what is important is that conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in terms of autocracy is
more consistent with non-Marxist than Marxist sociological theory, just as is with the neoclassical economic
framework.

4. Capitalist Oligarchy And Plutocracy
An additional exercise conceptualizes capitalist dictatorship in terms of oligarchy and plutocracy. This hence generates
the concept of capitalist oligarchy and plutocracy as a supra-individual, small-group variations of such dictatorship.
Consistent with their general definitions and as ideal types, capitalist oligarchy constitutes the dictatorial rule of few or
a small group of capital agents, and capitalist plutocracy that of the richest segments of capital, simply the rich in
capitalism. As with their general forms, capitalist oligarchy and plutocracy tend to be substantively identical or
functionally equivalent so long as typically the ruling group of capital agents is rich and the richest segments of capital
are few (e.g., one percent or less in the US). Crucially, conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in these terms is a
neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological rather than Marxist conceptualization, at the minimum, as much
the first as the second.
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Thus, neoclassical economic and especially non-Marxist sociological theory typically conceptualize
dictatorships as oligarchies, plutocracies and aristocracies, simply as the rule of elites, just as autocracies. Many
neoclassical and other economic theories of dictatorships theorize them in terms of oligarchy explicitly and plutocracy
implicitly, as well as autocracy (Acemoglu and Robinson 2008; Stiglitz 2010). Furthermore, the conceptualization of
dictatorships by the concept oligarchy and by implication plutocracy is the probably most frequent and salient in the
economics literature after the prevailing notion of autocracy given its individualistic bias. The cited economic
definition of autocracy as the “dictatorship of the rich” so long as the latter means a group, nor just an individual,
defines plutocracy and consequently, due to its being a small set of wealthy agents like the top one percent, plutocratic
oligarchy (also, Acemoglu et al. 2018). In fact, it restates the prototypical definition of plutocracy and plutocratic
oligarchy in the economics literature and non-Marxist sociological theory, as well as nonacademic political discourse
since US President Roosevelt defining and deploring the “tyranny of a plutocracy” as the “tyranny of mere wealth”
(Formisano 2015).
To that extent, such a conceptualization of dictatorships in the economics literature is applicable to capitalist
dictatorship as their admitted special case, although their economics theories understate the latter and overstate extinct
pre-capitalist and obsess with extinguishing non-capitalist dictatorships. Accordingly, this neoclassical application
yields the conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship in terms of oligarchy and plutocracy. More precisely, it results in
conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship as oligarchic plutocracy or plutocratic oligarchy in view of the substantive
identity or functional equivalence between oligarchy and plutocracy within capitalism, as well as mostly in precapitalism, as the economics literature and non-Marxist sociological theory, especially Pareto’s , suggest. In particular,
the definition of plutocracy or plutocratic oligarchy in the economics literature primarily applies to its capitalist
variation so long as the “rich” as a group form almost exclusively a set of capitalist agents within modern society (with
minor exceptions), as distinct from pre-modernity like as feudalism.
Accordingly, this application allows redefining capitalist plutocracy or plutocratic oligarchy as the
“dictatorship” of the richest and narrow subgroup or elite of capitalists, for example, the top one or ten percent wealthy
in America (Young et al. 2016). Still, what is primarily relevant is conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in these terms
and notably doing so along neoclassical economics lines, without resorting to Marxist and related theory that appears as
unnecessary, even if it may produce such conceptualizations (Domhoff 2013; Hacker and Pierson 2010; Robinson
2013).
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In this connection, one may object that the top one or ten percent wealthy class in the US contributes greatly
and even disproportionally to society by, for example, paying over 40% and 71% of all taxes, respectively.2 However,
the wealth shares of the top one and ten percent in the US are even higher such as over 42% and over 79%, respectively
(keeping in mind the absence of wealth taxation which income taxes can only imperfectly approximate). Furthermore,
comparatively, the wealth shares of the top one and ten percent in the US are by far the highest among all Western
societies and even OECD countries, including Chile, Mexico and other third-world or non-Western states (see Table 1),
and hence make America the country with the highest concentration of wealth in this setting. Historically, the wealth
share of the top one percent, notably its ownership of around half of financial wealth, in the US approaches or
resembles that of precapitalist feudal aristocracy in Europe also owning around half or so of societal wealth, according
to some estimates (Lenski 1984; also, Alfani 2021; Piketty 2014; 2020). This implies that American capitalism follows
or resembles rather than supplants European feudalism with respect to wealth concentration in the upper class.

2 I take note of and address to anonymous reviewer’s remark.
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Table 1. Share Of Top One and Ten Percent of Wealth, OECD Countries, 2016 Or Nearest Year
Country
Top One Percent Share % Top Ten Percent Share %
Australia
15.00
46.47
Austria
25.53
55.59
Belgium
12.06
42.50
Canada
15.50
51.08
Chile
17.40
57.71
Czech Republic*
9.32
34.33
Denmark
23.62
63.98
Estonia
21.23
55.71
Finland
13.31
45.23
France
18.65
50.59
Germany
23.66
59.76
Greece
9.16
42.42
Hungary
17.23
48.48
Iceland**
23.00
51.45
Ireland
14.18
53.79
Israel***
22.50
42.42
Italy
11.69
42.78
Japan
10.77
41.02
Korea, South****
30.00
41.02
Latvia
21.39
63.38
Lithuania*
21.39
63.38
Luxembourg
18.81
48.67
Mexico*
17.40
57.71
Netherlands
27.83
43.23
New Zealand*****
24.00
52.94
Norway
20.13
51.45
Poland
11.73
41.84
Portugal
14.44
52.13
Slovak Republic
9.32
34.33
Slovenia
23.03
48.62
Spain
16.32
45.58
Sweden*
20.13
51.45
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Switzerland*
23.66
59.76
Turkey*
17.40
57.71
United Kingdom
20.50
51.99
United States
42.48
79.47
Sources: OECD Statistics https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=WEALTH
OECD Statistics And Data Directorate, Inequalities In Household Wealth Across OECD Countries: Evidence from the OECD Wealth
Distribution https://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=SDD/DOC(2018)1&docLanguage=En
* attributed values from comparable cases

Furthermore, non-Marxist sociological theory conceptualizes dictatorships and similar regimes in terms of
plutocracy and oligarchy, as well as aristocracy and other types of elite. As sociologists know, this characterizes
especially Paretian and similar non-Marxist sociological theories, although these may converge with parts of Marxist
sociology, such as Pareto with Marx on class conflict and domination. Paretian and related non-Marxist sociological
theory conceives dictatorships, including civilian, military and religious ones, or their equivalents primarily as
oligarchies, plutocracies and aristocracies in the sense of elites and thus as dictatorial forms of elite rule, although
Pareto usually treats as equivalent elite and class rule and elites and ruling classes. Notably, this theory postulates both
pre-capitalist and capitalist forms of dictatorship and similar rule by identifying oligarchy, plutocracy and aristocracy as
variations of elite in pre-capitalism and capitalism, thus painting the history of society as the “circulation of elites” and
the “graveyard of aristocracies” (also, Benhabib and Bisin 2018). In this regard, non-Marxist sociological theory
considers oligarchy, plutocracy and aristocracy, simply elite rule, and in that sense dictatorships historical constants
persisting from pre-capitalism to capitalism, contrary to “libertarian” economics relegating them to the first and postcapitalism and denying that they exist or are even possible in the second. For example, Pareto (1963) observes that
plutocracy is the “ruling power” in the capitalist countries of the West and that nominal Western democracies move
toward becoming “demagogic plutocracies” he depicts as the new aristocracies of capital.
If so, this non-Marxist sociological conception is primarily applicable to capitalist dictatorship because, as
Pareto suggests and Weber implies, this is the primary case of dictatorships in the form of plutocracy in modern
society, indeed being axiomatic within contemporary capitalism as the dominant social-economic and global system.
Applying the non-Marxist conception of dictatorships results precisely in conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in
terms of plutocracy, oligarchy, and, as Pareto implies, aristocracy in the broadest sense of a ruling group, governing
class or elite spanning from pre-capitalism, including slavery, caste and feudalism, to capitalism. In this sense, like its
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pre-capitalist precedents, capitalist plutocracy, oligarchy or the aristocracy of capital results from the constant
“circulation of elites” and eternalizes itself in the “graveyard of aristocracies”, contrary to neoclassical or “libertarian”
economics severing its links with permanent societal processes and outcome and denying its existence and possibility.
Particularly, this non-Marxist Paretian application allows redefining capitalist plutocracy, oligarchy and
aristocracy as the dictatorship of the richest segment of capital as a narrow ruling group or elite. Regardless of how one
defines this system, conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in terms of plutocracy, oligarchy and aristocracy, simply
elite rule, typifies more non-Marxist sociological theory than orthodox Marxist sociology--at least as much as latter—
with some resemblance between them, especially Pareto restating Marx’s class domination as elite rule. It follows that
non-Marxist sociological theory suffices for this conceptualization and Marxist sociology is not indispensable even
when it provides or implies such conceptualizations. Accordingly, one can neither praise nor blame Marxist
sociology—as its adherents and pro-capitalist opponents do, respectively--for conceiving capitalist dictatorship as
plutocracy, oligarchy and related terms, which hence cannot be either positively imputed or negatively attributed to it,
but mainly associated with non-Marxist sociological theory as well as neoclassical economics.
Lastly, even some non-academic, political pre- and non-Marxist discourse conceives dictatorship as plutocracy,
oligarchy and aristocracy and thus elite rule. For example, Jefferson already implies this by identifying, denouncing
and indeed hoping to “crush in its birth the aristocracy of our monied corporations” due to their challenging
government to “a trial of strength” and defying the “laws of our country.” Furthermore, this holds for his successor
Theodore Roosevelt who identifies and condemns the emergent “tyranny of a plutocracy” he defines as the “tyranny of
mere wealth” and indeed describes as the “most vulgar (of) all forms of tyranny” and in that sense of dictatorship, just
as his contemporary Weber experienced the “naked plutocracy” during his American visit. As they stand, these
statements apply entirely and even exclusively to capitalist dictatorship so long as this is the only form of dictatorial
rule or “tyranny” both Jefferson and Roosevelt detect or fear in America, in conjunction with theocracy the first
president defines and repudiates as “religious slavery”. Jefferson’s “aristocracy of our monied corporations”
characterizes or ushers in capitalist dictatorship in the form of plutocracy as the emerging aristocracy of money in
capitalism. Even more explicitly, Roosevelt’s “tyranny of a plutocracy” in American capitalism and hence of capital
paradigmatically epitomizes capitalist dictatorship and places it among “forms of tyranny”.
Accordingly, both non-Marxist political notions allow conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in terms of
plutocracy, oligarchy and aristocracy in a new form, without recourse to those of Marx and Marxist politicians. In
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addition, Jefferson’s and Roosevelt’s statements lead to defining the composite concept of capitalist plutocracy,
oligarchy and aristocracy accordingly—the “dictatorship” of the richest segment of capital (“monied corporations”) as
an exclusive wealthy group (“tyranny of mere wealth”). Regardless of the definition, the present conceptualization of
capitalist dictatorship is more in the spirit and even letter of these pre- and non-Marxist American revolutionary
founders, capitalists and presidents than Marx and Marxist anti-capitalist revolutionaries who hence cannot be either
praised or blamed exclusively for such conceptualizations.
At this juncture, its defenders contend that capitalism is the only economic system that has brought material
prosperity, as well as freedom, to billions of people, especially praising American capitalism for creating this prosperity
through vast and comparatively superior, wealth for Americans.3 However, comparative data show that average net
wealth in the US is among the lowest within the Western world and even OECD (see Table 2), contradicting this
contention. For example, US median net wealth (at $77,400) is drastically or significantly lower than that of most
Western European countries, such as Austria ($94,505), Belgium ($239,737), Finland ($121,000), France ($124,630),
Iceland ($127,980), Ireland ($110,660), Italy ($160,817), Luxembourg ($481,261), Netherlands ($86,630), Norway
($127,980), Slovenia ($88,403), Spain ($175,602), Sweden ($127,980), and Switzerland ($227,890), as well as other
Anglo-Saxon countries like Australia ($256,756), Canada ($196,156), New Zealand ($188,888), and United Kingdom
($237,662).
Taking median net wealth as a statistical proxy for Adam Smith’s average “wealth of nations”, notably for that
of the middle class, these data suggest that American “unfettered” capitalism creates comparatively less wealth and
shared prosperity than European, including even depreciated French, regulated, welfare capitalism. Theoretically, this
suggests that modern types or varieties of capitalism are not equal in respect of wealth creation. Specifically, aside from
minor variations, European welfare capitalism seems to create more wealth and inclusive prosperity, notably for the
middle class, than American “free enterprise” capitalism instead mostly creating these beneficial outcomes for the top
one or ten percent elite, considering the preceding comparative data. And since most Americans” wealth consists in
home ownership, this implies that American “free enterprise” capitalism creates de facto minimal financial wealth or
capital for most social classes other than the top one or ten percent class. In this respect, American capitalism far from
making it the “richest” country in the world. makes the US among the least wealthy—and conversely, in the poorest-3 I refer and respond to an anonymous reviewer’s statement.
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Western societies and even OECD countries, ranking 25 out of 36 nations in median net wealth (with only eleven of
them ranking lower) as the probably best measure or proxy of the average “wealth of nations”, notably of the middle
class.
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Table 2. Median Net Wealth, OECD Countries, 2016 Or Latest Available
Country
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Chile
Czech Republic**
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland**
Ireland
Israel**
Italy
Japan
Korea
Latvia
Lithuania**
Luxembourg
Mexico**
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain

https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/ji/vol41/iss1/2

Median Net Wealth (Local Currency)
380000.00
85914.00
217943.00
258100.00
17747804.00
212967.00
43474.00
110000.00
113300.00
60790.00
65058.00
8018422.00
100600.00
146198.00
20147000.00
164840000.00
14180.00
437510.00
78755.00
289000.00
1163457.00
238885.48
71215.00
50316.00
80367.00
159639.00

US $*
256756.76
94505.40
239737.30
196156.00
23072.15
55347.6
31945.05
47821.4
121000
124630
66869
71563.80
26460.79
127980.27
110660
55347.6
160817.80
185352.40
140114
15598
15598
481261.0
15598
86630.50
188888.88
127980.27
62110.1
78336.5
55347.6
88403.7
175602.9
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Sweden**
127980.27
Switzerland***
227,890
Turkey**
15598
United Kingdom
183000.00
237662.34
United States
77400.00
77400.00**
Source: OECD Statistics https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=WEALTH
* converted into US $
** imputed values based on data on comparable similar counties for the sake of computing z-score totals and averages
*** 2019 The Credit Suisse Global Wealth Report 2019
According to the Credit Suisse Global Wealth Report 2018 “median wealth of just US $ 61,670 relegates the United States to 18 th place” across
world countries

Alternatively, its defenders defend entrepreneurial capitalism as a system that has raised billions out of poverty,
especially extolling its American model on this account4. However, comparative data reveal that the poverty rate in the
US is the single highest both among peer Western societies and even all OECD countries (see Table 3), which
contradicts such assertions.

4 I note and address an anonymous reviewer’s observation.
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Table 3. General Poverty Rates, as % Of Total Population, After Taxes And Transfers, Age Group 17-66 Years, OECD Countries, 2019 Or
Latest Available
Country
Poverty Rate %
Australia
12.4
Austria
9.8
Belgium
9.7
Canada
12.1
Chile
16.5
Czech Republic
5.6
Denmark
5.8
Estonia
15.7
Finland
6.3
France
8.3
Germany
10.4
Greece
14.4
Hungary
7.8
Iceland
5.4
Ireland
9.2
Israel
16.9
Italy
13.7
Japan
15.7
Korea South
17.4
Latvia
16.8
Lithuania
16.9
Luxembourg
11.1
Mexico
16.6
Netherlands
8.3
New Zealand
10.9
Norway
8.4
Poland
10.3
Portugal
12.5
Slovak Republic
8.5
Slovenia
8.7
Spain
15.5
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Sweden
9.3
Switzerland
9.1
Turkey
17.2
United Kingdom
11.9
United States
17.8
Source: OECD Data
Https://Data.Oecd.Org/Inequality/Poverty-Rate.Htm
The general poverty rate is the “percentage of people whose income falls below the poverty line taken as half the median household income of
the total population” (OECD Data).

For instance, the US general poverty rate (standing at 17.8) is dramatically or markedly higher than those of
Western Europe, notably being a multiple of Scandinavia’s rates (e.g., Denmark 5.8; Finland 6.3; Iceland 5.4; Norway
8.4; Sweden 9.3). Moreover, in ironic twist, the US poverty rate is even higher than the rates of Chile (16.5), Mexico
(16.6) and other third-world, non-Western nations. On this account, America reappears effectively as the poorest, rather
than the richest, Western society and even OECD country--in which almost 1 out of 5 people are poor more than
anywhere else in this context—poorer than even, for example, Mexico that conservative Americans tend to disdainfully
describe as a “poor country”. If entrepreneurial unfettered capitalism is distinctly American “exceptionalism”, then it is
this model of capitalism that remakes and sustains America as the poorest Western society and OECD country in virtue
of its exceptionally high, indeed comparatively highest poverty rate among these countries. In theoretical terms, this
indicates and confirms that not all types or varieties of modern capitalism are equally effective in respect of raising
people out of poverty. European, including Scandinavian, welfare capitalism appears to alleviate poverty and thus
material deprivation to a substantially greater extent than American unrestrained capitalism that instead seems to
reproduce more poverty than all other national models in the Western world and beyond by impoverishing a relatively
large section of the population while enriching a narrow class, judging by the above comparative data.

5. Capitalist Kleptocracy
A related conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship is in terms of what has sometimes been termed kleptocracy
(Acemoglu 2005). This results in the peculiar concept of capitalist kleptocracy as a mode of further intensification or
degeneration of plutocracy and oligarchy. Following its general definition and considered an ideal subtype, capitalist
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kleptocracy represents the dictatorial rule of a predatory group of capital agents or a robber subset of plutocracy and
oligarchy, thus a system of predation and robbery usually through coercion and repression in capitalism. Capitalist
kleptocracy hence corresponds to predatory, robbery-driven, robber capitalism and its kleptocrats to robber capitalists.
Importantly, conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in this way is more a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist
sociological than Marxist conceptualization or at least can be deduced as much from the former frameworks as from the
latter.
While Marxist sociology refrains from using the notion of kleptocracy as the presumed simplification or
trivialization of class rule, some neoclassical and other economic theories of dictatorships conceive these as
“kleptocratic regimes” and ruled by “kleptocratic” rulers and consider them perversions of plutocracies and oligarchies
as perverse systems in their own right versus democracy (Acemoglu 2005; also, Stiglitz 2012). These theories generally
characterize kleptocracy as the dictatorial rule of a predatory, robbery-driven subset of plutocracy and oligarchy
depriving, impoverishing and repressing other groups and persisting in power, thus as a repressive regime and
antithesis of democracy. Furthermore, non-Marxist sociological theory implicitly conceptualizes dictatorship in terms
of kleptocracy or a predatory, robber-driven and coercive regime. Pareto (2000) does this by pointing to the
“revolutionary knighthood” of the “robber barons” during late medieval times such as the Protestant Reformation, and
Weber (1968) by referring to the “castles of robber barons” in feudalism and more broadly “robbery and booty” in a
“warrior society”.
These neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological conceptions of kleptocracies and robber
barons/societies at present primarily apply to capitalist kleptocracy and kleptocrats as their special cases. This holds so
long as kleptocracy in contemporary society tends to arise and persist primarily within capitalism in view of the
extinction of pre-capitalism such as feudalism and primitive communism and the near-demise of post-capitalism like
modern communism. Pareto (2000) suggests that, following its pre-capitalist precursors, the capitalist “ruling class”
tends to perpetuate “robbery” through repression and extortion appropriating in an illicit manner “enormous” sums of
wealth that are “comparable” to those previous such classes extorted and even becoming “insatiable”. Weber (1968)
identifies the emergence and indeed prevalence of “robber capitalism”--whose “structure and spirit” in his view
drastically differs from the “rational management of an ordinary capitalist large-scale enterprise”—in late 19th-century
America, replacing “robber communism” from Antiquity. Weber invokes as an “instance of grandiose robber
capitalism and of a spoiIs-oriented following” Henry Villard’s capitalist “exploits”, thus invoking a case of the
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notorious “robber barons”5. Even the neoclassical economic theories of dictatorships and dictators as “kleptocratic”
regimes and rulers refer mostly to capitalist settings, albeit the periphery rather than the core of global capitalism. It
follows that while not all kleptocracies are historically capitalist, but also pre- and post-capitalist ones, virtually all
present cases of kleptocracy are, as have been especially in America since the Gilded Age of the “robber barons”
(Formisano 2015; Mizruchi and Marshall 2016).
At the minimum, these neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological conceptions of dictatorships as
kleptocracies apply as much to their capitalist as to their pre- and post-capitalist cases. Such an application leads to
conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in terms of kleptocracy, as a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological
conceptualization, which suggests that Marxist theory is not necessary, so neither to be blamed nor praised, for such an
endeavor. Accordingly, this application generates the concept of capitalist kleptocracy as the prevailing “kleptocratic”
regime in current society superseding pre-capitalist feudal and prevailing over post-capitalist communist kleptocracies.
Capitalist kleptocracy and kleptocrats seem equivalent to Pareto’s capitalist predatory and repressive robber
classes and Weber’s “robber capitalism” and capitalists, as well as what some observes identify as predatory and
similar capitalism (Stiglitz 2012). In addition, it corresponds to and perhaps ultimately eventuates in what some
analysis (Pryor 2002) envision as “mafia capitalism” in America, which looks as even a more coercive, repressive and
indeed violent variation of a “kleptocratic” and oligarchic regime. Conversely, one can conceive capitalist kleptocracy
as a subset of “mafia capitalism” so long as the latter represents a broader regime of both extortion, predation and
robbery and of pervasive and extreme violence, at any rate more violent.
Especially the application results in redefining capitalist kleptocracy as the dictatorial rule of a predatory group
of capital agents or a robber subset of plutocracy and oligarchy, so an institutionalized system of predation, extortion
and robbery via coercion and repression in capitalism. This defines kleptocracy as the most overtly and systematically
predatory and rapacious variation of capitalist dictatorship, though all of its variations from autocracy to oligarchy and
plutocracy involve certain degrees of predation and rapacity through coercion and repression. Such a definition
expresses kleptocracy’s tendency to escalate and intensify such inherent processes and outcomes of capitalist
dictatorship in overt ways and at extreme levels. As it stands, this definition is almost identical to that of Pareto’s
5 Weber (1968, 1118) notes that in 1889 Henry Villard “organized the famous “blind pool” in order to stage a stock exchange raid on the shares
of the Northern Pacific Railroad; he asked the public for a loan of fifty million pounds without revealing his goal and received it without security
by virtue of his reputation.”
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predatory, repressive capitalist class and Weber’s “robber capitalism” and capitalists since the Guided Age of
American capitalism. It also characterizes “mafia capitalism” by adding the institutionalized use of pervasive and
extreme violence as the instrument of institutional predation, extortion and robbery by capitalist kleptocracy and in
extension plutocracy and oligarchy (Pryor 2002). What is even more relevant than defining capitalist kleptocracy is
demonstrating that one can reach such definitions by applying neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological
definitions of kleptocratic and similar regimes, without recourse to Marxist theory. Even these mostly pro-capitalist
definitions apply to define and identify capitalist kleptocracy itself, yielding its neoclassical and non-Marxist rather
than Marxist definition. Table 4 summarizes the preceding conceptualizations of capitalist dictatorship and thus helps
grasp their variety.
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Table 4. Conceptualizations And Specifications Of Capitalist Dictatorship As an Ideal Type: Key Ideas, Characteristic Examples Or Proxies,
Key Authors And Implications
Conceptualization
Key Ideas
Examples In Global Capitalism
Key Authors
Theoretical Implications
Unconstrained Rule

Dictatorship Of Capital

Capitalist Autocracy

Dictatorship Of An Agent Africa, Hungary, Latin America
Besley, Kudamatsu (2006) Neoclassical non-Marxist
Singapore, US Post-2016 (Proxy) Fearon (2011)
Olson (2000), Pareto (1963)

Oligarchy/Plutocracy

Dictatorship Of A Group UK And US, 1980s, Post-2016,
Eastern Europe, Latin America

Capitalist Kleptocracy

Dictatorship Of Predators Africa, Eastern Europe Post-1990, Acemoglu (2005)
Neoclassical non-Marxist
Latin America, US Post-2016
Pareto (1963)
Stiglitz (2012), Weber (1968)
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Gilded-Age America, England
Acemoglu et al. (2018)
Neoclassical non-Marxist
UK And US 1980s And Post-2016 Dahrendorf (1979)
Pareto (1963), Sen (1995)

Benhabib, Bisin (2018)
Pareto (1963)
Weber (1968)
Theodore Roosevelt

Neoclassical non-Marxist
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6. Other Conceptualizations Of Capitalist Dictatorship
This section enumerates and characterizes certain additional conceptualizations and specifications of capitalist
dictatorship. These include dynasty, anarchy, conservative penal-police states and theocracies, fascist regimes, military
dictatorships and warfare states, all within capitalism.
Capitalist dynasty signifies the dictatorial or repressive rule of a typically extended but closed family circle in
capitalism (Hällsten and Pfeffer 2017; Stiglitz 2012). As such, capitalist dynasty is usually an extension of autocracy or
an extremely reduced form of oligarchy and plutocracy, including kleptocracy and mafia capitalism. Capitalist anarchy
consists of the unrestrained dictatorial rule of capital after the prototype or image of the Hobbesian state of nature and
the “law of the strongest” and “jungle”, combined with Leviathan through total control and severe repression of and
brute force against non-capital (Kimeldorf 2013). As Keynes (1960), Parsons (1935) and other economists and
sociologists suggest, capitalist anarchy correspond to laissez-faire capitalism as its functional equivalent in that the
latter generates the same consequences on capital and non-capital as anarchism. Capitalist-conservative penal-police
states exert the dictatorial rule of capital merged or allied with conservatism through encompassing control, repression,
persecution, and draconian punishment such as mass imprisonment and executions of non-capital and non-conservative
groups (Mueller 2009; Wacquant 2002). These states often have a strong religious connotation and become theocracies,
which yields the concept of capitalist theocracy or a theocratic regime within capitalism (Bénabou, Ticchi and
Vindigni 2015). Capitalist theocracy constitutes “holy” dictatorship or what Jefferson connotes “religious slavery”
within capitalism as distinct from pre-capitalist theocracies.
Next, capitalist-fascist regimes form dictatorships of capital and forces of fascism in fusion or alliance through
the totalitarian control, persecution, suppression and elimination of non-capital and anti-fascist groups such as
organized labor and liberal parties (Ferguson and Voth 2008; Riley and Fernández 2014). They express and result from
capitalism”s observed tendency to transform in or merge with fascism and thus totalitarianism due to the breakdown or
deficiency of capitalist democracy. Capitalist military dictatorships are systems of joint dictatorial rule of capital and
military forces, through violent state elimination, persecution and repression of non-capital and democratic civilian
groups (Acemoglu, Ticchi and Vindigni 2010; Foran 1993). Capitalist warfare states are modes of expansion of
capitalist dictatorship, including its military dictatorships, within society through capital building and deploying the
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military-industrial complex, militarism, aggressive wars against and conquest of other societies (Acemoglu and Yared
2010; Steinmetz 2005).
Crucially, conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship in all these and related terms represents or approximates a
neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological rather than a Marxist conceptualization, at the minimum as much
the first as the second. One can specify capitalist dictatorship as dynasty, anarchy, conservative penal-police states and
theocracies, fascist regimes, military dictatorships and warfare states in capitalism applying the former frameworks
rather than, or equally as, the latter. Neoclassical economic and to some extent non-Marxist sociological conceptions
conceive or exemplify dictatorships and related regimes as family dynasties, which hence applies to capitalist
dictatorship, leading to its conceptualization as dynasty in capitalism. Neoclassical economics and non-Marxist,
especially Parsonian sociological theory adopt the concept of the Hobbesian state of nature and anarchy with the
attendant “law of the strongest” to depict dictatorships and other repressive regimes. Such a depiction is applicable to
capitalist dictatorship—and more broadly, as Keynes, Parsons and other non-Marxist theorists suggest, laissez-faire
capitalism--which allows conceptualizing it as economic anarchy. In addition, neoclassical economic and non-Marxist
sociological approaches characterize dictatorships as repressive penal-police states, especially conservative ones,
including coercive theocracies. This applies to capitalist dictatorship, yielding its specification as a capitalistconservative penal-police state, including theocracy in or fused with capitalism.
Further, these conceptions specify dictatorships, especially their conservative-religious species, as representing
or allied with fascist regimes. Consequently, this holds for capitalist dictatorship as typically, with some variations, a
special case, in ideological or political terms, of conservative-religious dictatorships, which results in conceptualizing it
as a fused capitalist-fascist regime. The preceding frameworks describe dictatorships as or merged with dictatorial
military regimes, including juntas, which is applicable to capitalist dictatorship, resulting in its conceptualization as
merged capitalist-military dictatorship. Lastly, these frameworks characterize dictatorships as or blended with warfare
states, which holds for capitalist dictatorship and serves to characterize it as a warfare state in capitalism.
Overall, in all these cases, neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological frameworks suffice, and the
Marxist is unnecessary, to conceptualize and specify capitalist dictatorship in these terms, so one should allocate either
the blame or praise for such conceptualizations to the former two rather than to the latter. Table 5 summarizes the
additional conceptualizations in that for each of them it lists key ideas, characteristic examples, key authors, and
theoretical implications.

Published by Scholar Commons, 2022

31

Journal of Ideology, Vol. 41 [2022], No. 1, Art. 2

Table 5. Other Conceptualizations And Specifications Of Capitalist Dictatorship: Key Ideas, Characteristic Examples Or Proxies, Key Authors
And Implications
Conceptualization
Key Ideas
Examples In Global Capitalism
Key Authors
Theoretical Implications
Capitalist Dynasty

Rule Of A Family

Hällsten, Pfeffer (2017)
Stiglitz (2012)

Neoclassical non-Marxist

Capitalist Anarchy

Rule In A State Of Nature Africa, Gilded-Age America,
Eastern Europe, Latin America,
US Post-2016

Keynes (1960)
Parsons (1967)

Neoclassical non-Marxist

Mueller (2009)
Wacquant (2002)

Neoclassical non-Marxist

Capitalist-Fascist Regimes Merged Dictatorial Rule Interwar Germany And Italy,
Latin America, Hungary,
US Post-2016

Ferguson, Voth (2008)
Riley, Fernández (2014)

Neoclassical non-Marxist

Military Dictatorships

Acemoglu et al. (2010) Neoclassical, Non-Marxist

Capitalist-Conservative Joint Dictatorial Rule
Penal States/Theocracies

Hungary, Poland, Latin America,
Singapore, UK, US Post-1980,
US Post-2016

Rule Of Capital/Military Interwar Germany, Italy, Spain
Latin America, South Korea,
Indonesia, Taiwan

Capitalist Warfare States Military Complex
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Africa, Britain, Eastern Europe,
Latin America, US Post-2016

Interwar Germany, Italy, Japan,
Postwar UK And US

Foran (1993)

Acemoglu, Yared (2010) Neoclassical, Non-Marxist
Steinmetz (2005)
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7. Discussion: Neoclassical And Marxist Approaches To Capitalist Dictatorships
In substantive theoretical terms, the preceding represents or resembles a neoclassical economic as well as non-Marxist
sociological conceptualization of “capitalist dictatorship” by applying the concept and theory of dictatorships in
mainstream economics and Paretian-Weberian sociology to their forms within capitalism. By doing so, the
conceptualization turns neoclassical economic theory, as well as to some degree non-Marxist sociology, against itself
so long as the latter typically denies or downplays the existence or even possibility of a distinct “capitalist dictatorship”
within the Western core of global capitalism, and only envisions capitalist democracy within the latter, as well as preand non-capitalist dictatorships. By contrast, it shows that one can apply neoclassical economics” concepts and
theories, along with those non-Marxist sociology, to conceptualize and analyze not only pre- and non-capitalist
communist dictatorships with which “libertarianism” continues to be obsessed despite their demise or rarity, but also
capitalist dictatorship and similar undemocratic systems within capitalism.
In turn, the Marxist approach to capitalist dictatorships consists mainly in the following. First, it operates with
such explicit concepts as the “dictatorship of the state” in capitalism, “exceptional capitalist regimes”, including
fascism and military dictatorship, “procapitalist dictatorships” and “dictatorial rule”, “nationalist and populist
dictatorships”, and a new form of “global fascism” (Jessop 2002; Miliband 1969; Poulantzas 1976; Robinson 2013). In
addition, it features implicit notions of capitalist dictatorship such as “ferociously authoritarian” states, a “technocraticauthoritarian” complex, “authoritarian statism”, “authoritarian populism” and authoritarian regimes” in capitalism, as
well as “workplace dictatorship” within capitalist “authoritarian firms”, while occasionally retaining the notion of
capitalist democracy (Burawoy 2005; Domhoff 2013; Jessop 2011; Miliband 1969; Piven 2008; Poulantzas 1978;
Robinson 2013; Wright 2013). Second, the Marxist approach conceptualizes capitalist dictatorship as an undemocratic
system of class domination and repression, restriction of civil and political liberties, and the ideological transmutation
of “bourgeois democracy” to conservative authoritarianism (Miliband 1969). Relatedly, it defines capitalist dictatorship
as a regime of political domination over and open war against the “popular masses”, “intensified state control over
every sphere of socioeconomic life”, decline of political democracy like parliament and the rule of law, “draconian and
multiform” suppression of formal liberties, “authoritarian statism” with plebiscitary legitimation via the “repressive
state apparatus”, including the fascist party, army and political police (Jessop 2011; Poulantzas 1978). Similarly,
capitalist dictatorship is defined as state power in the function of capital accumulation, combined with a “nationalist,
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populist and authoritarian discourse”, “ubiquitous” social and economic inequalities, “debasement” of politics and
spurious “democracies,” generalized coercive forms of social control and police states, including mass incarceration
and prison–industrial complexes (Block 1990; Robinson 2013).
Third, the Marxist approach identifies and emphasizes the “privileged position” of business in the political
system of capitalist societies and the lack of fit of large corporations with “democratic theory and vision” due to
exercising powers inconsistent with democracy, institutions and policies maintaining the existing distribution of wealth
and suppressing the labor movement, the failure of capitalism to realize “a fully developed democracy” by
“imprisoning” democratic processes (Culpepper 2015; Domhoff 2013; Lindblom 2001; Wright 2013). Fourth and as a
corollary, the Marxist approach conceptualizes capitalist dictatorship in terms of structural power and unrestricted rule
of capital, including the extreme class domination of the capitalist class in the US thereby governed by a selfreinforcing government “by and for the rich” (Culpepper 2015; Domhoff 2013; Hacker and Pierson 2010; Robinson
2013; Winters 1996; Wright 2013). In sum, the core of the Marxist approach to capitalist dictatorship is superior
structural power and comprehensive class domination or unrestrained rule of capital over non-capitalist classes.
As it stands, the Marxist theories of capitalist dictatorship seem sufficient or adequate to explain capitalist
dictatorship, at least most of its sources, elements and forms, as elaborated above. In that sense, they are not seriously
lacking and weak, while being distinct, compared to their alternatives such as the neoclassical economic and nonMarxist sociological conceptualizations of capitalist dictatorship. Perhaps the general difference between them is
analogous and partly related to that between Marxist and non-Marxist sociological, especially Weberian, theories of
social stratification in that the first seem are mostly consistent and one-dimensional in the form of Marx’s class
domination and rule and the second eclectic and multi-dimensional in the sense of Weber’s trinity of class, political
power and social status, but this is debatable despite being a widespread view. In any event, the purpose of advancing a
non-Marxist alternative is not so much that it does necessarily a better job in conceptualizing capitalist dictatorship but
essentially the same or comparable one as the Marxist approach does, with some secondary additions and differences
noted previously. (In passing, this is perhaps analogous to the similarities between classical and Marx’s political
economy as well as the latter’s and Weberian sociology: for instance, Marx’s theory of value is identical to and
indeed derived from Ricardo’s and that of classes similar to Weber’s influenced by it.)
In this regard, the neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological conceptualization of capitalist
dictatorship provides both a complement and a substitute rather than an opposite to the Marxist approach--just as does

https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/ji/vol41/iss1/2

34

Zafirovski: The Social Current Of Capitalist Dictatorship?

the second to the first—not necessarily a better or worse alternative. Such a conceptualization complements the Marxist
approach at certain points secondary in the latter, especially with regard to, as noted, autocracy and to some degree
oligarchy and plutocracy, especially kleptocracy. Further, it can substitute or duplicate the Marxist approach in other
more general terms that both share such as class power, domination and rule of capital, as seen above. Hence, the aim is
to demonstrate that such a conceptualization can accomplish generally as much quantitatively--and at some particular
points, especially autocracy, more--in approaching capitalist dictatorship as the Marxist approach can, thus making it
redundant, just as the latter makes the former for Marxist and similar theorists. Substantively, this alternative
conceptualizes capitalist dictatorship by the essentially identical or similar content, notably the unrestrained power and
rule of capital, as the Marxist approach does, making it redundant and vice versa, along with some specific additions
such as autocracy and kleptocracy identified previously.
Therefore, the point is to advance the neoclassical and non-Marxist conceptualization as both a complement and
substitute to, and not necessarily a superior or inferior alternative, to the Marxist approach and by doing so to show that
the first can generate essential identical general results in theorizing capitalist dictatorship as the second. Furthermore,
this conceptualization produces some specific additions that are prominent in the neoclassical and non-Marxist
conceptions but largely implicit or secondary in the Marxist approach, such as concepts and analyses of autocracy and
in part oligarchy and plutocracy, including kleptocracy, as discussed above. In this regard, putting forward a worked
neoclassical and non-Marxist theory of capitalist dictatorship is not an end in itself despite its lack in the literature but
just a means to demonstrate that one can reach generally the same conceptual destination, the conceptualization of
capitalist dictatorship, while with yielding additional specific results, by travelling different theoretical, methodological
and indeed ideological routes. In short, capitalist dictatorship remains “live and well” as a concept and partly
augmented even when a pro-capitalist framework complements and replaces an anti-capitalist approach, just as
conversely.
Finally, the question may arise as what Marxist sociology can take from this information. On one hand, Marxist
sociology can to some degree enrich and perhaps internally diversify itself by taking account of the neoclassical and
non-Marxist conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship to the extent that these two treatments of the phenomenon
display a convergence or congruence. On the other hand, Marxist sociology can seek to differentiate itself even more
from the neoclassical and non-Marxist conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship so long as the second represents both
a complement and substitute to the first. In addition, Marxist sociology can take or emphasize some specific theoretical
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notions or terms from the neoclassical and non-Marxist conceptualization of capitalist dictatorship that figure less
prominently in the first, including autocracy, dynasty, theocracy, kleptocracy, and so on.

8. Conclusion
The concept of capitalist dictatorship is present or implicit in parts of neoclassical economics and non-Marxist
sociological theory, just as pervasive in Marxist sociology. Furthermore, one can plausibly derive it from their
conceptions of dictatorships and related regimes based on the classification of the latter into capitalist and non- and precapitalist ones and more broadly of comparative social systems into capitalism and non- and pre-capitalism. That even
some pro-capitalist economists admit the existence of “noncommunist” and specifically “capitalist dictatorships” within
global capitalism and plea for “outgrowing” them, along with their “communist” counterparts, is indicative, as are such
admissions and pleas by non-Marxist sociologists. In his respect, capitalist dictatorship has become, even if somewhat
reluctantly, a neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological concept, as it remains a typical Marxist conception.
However, while becoming established or legitimate, paradoxically this is a concept essentially without an
explicit and sufficient conceptualization, elaboration and specification in the sociological and related literature, aside
from neo-Marxist sociology. As a result, “capitalist dictatorship” is conceptually and theoretically undeveloped in this
literature, aside from its high conceptual development in Marxist theory. Accordingly, this justifies and indeed requires
its explicit introduction to and conceptualization and specification within the broader sociological and related literature
outside the Marxist. Given the pervasiveness of conceptualizations, elaborations and definitions of capitalist
dictatorship and capitalism overall in neo-Marxist sociology, another such endeavor by the author would be unoriginal
and superfluous, adding nothing new or significant. A more original or productive approach would be to take the
concept of “capitalist dictatorship” from neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological frameworks and then
explicitly conceptualize, elaborate and specify it accordingly—precisely in their own rather than Marxist terms. This is
what this article has attempted to do by constructing an explicit neoclassical economic and non-Marxist sociological
conceptualization and specification of “capitalist dictatorship” as the probably one of the first such endeavors in the
literature. Especially, it has used the neoclassical economic theories of dictatorships against themselves so long as they,
while occasionally admitting it, treat capitalist dictatorship as impertinent in relation to pre- and non-capitalist
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dictatorships, at most relegate it to the non-Western periphery and rule it out as an “impossibility theorem” in the
Western core of global capitalism.
This neoclassical and non-Marxist approach has conceptualized and specified capitalist dictatorship in terms of
first, the unconstrained dictatorial rule of capital, second, autocracy, third, oligarchy and plutocracy, and fourth,
kleptocracy in capitalism, along some additional instances. Admittedly, these conceptualizations, especially the first
and to some degree the third, are well-known and indeed paradigmatic in Marxist theory and so from the stance of the
latter unoriginal, and some, such as the fourth, somewhat idiosyncratic and perhaps trivial. However, what is crucial for
the present purpose is that one can construct all of them by applying the neoclassical and non-Marxist frameworks for
analyzing dictatorships and related phenomena to capitalist dictatorship they tend to understate rather than resorting to
the Marxist framework in which it is paramount. Moreover, some of these conceptualizations such as especially the
second and to some degree the fourth mostly derive from the first two frameworks rather than the latter, thus are
unrelated to it. It follows that to conceptualize and specify capitalist dictatorship in these and additional terms
neoclassical and non-Marxist frameworks suffice, and the Marxist is not indispensable even if it may produce identical
or similar results. The consequence is allocating either blame or praise for such conceptualizations to neoclassical and
non-Marxist frameworks rather than, as anti-Marxists and Marxists do respectively, the Marxist framework, or along
with the latter. One can reach the destination of capitalist dictatorship as conceptualized taking the paths of either, with
moreover the first path reaching probably even a more complete conceptualizations by combining autocracy, oligarchy
and plutocracy and kleptocracy with the dictatorial rule of capital that primarily figures in the second.
The question arises as whether and which of the conceptualizations of capitalist dictatorship are more suitable
for particular purposes. For space reasons, addressing this question focuses on those in terms of dictatorial rule of
capital, autocracy, oligarchy and plutocracy, and kleptocracy. The concept of unconstrained dictatorial rule of capital is
most applicable to conceptualizing and specifying capitalist dictatorship in general and comprehensive terms within
global capitalism. Hence, it is most suitable to the purpose of identifying and analyzing generic as well as most
variations of capitalist dictatorship, which typify and share in different degrees such rule, thus applying both to the
Western core and non-Western periphery of global capitalism. The concept of autocracy is by definition most
applicable to conceptualizing and specifying personal or pseudo-personal forms of capitalist dictatorship and related
regimes within global capitalism. Therefore, it is most suitable to the purpose of identifying and analyzing noncollective variations of capitalist dictatorship--which avoids its reduction to autocracy--applying mostly to the non-
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Western periphery of global capitalism such as South America and Eastern Europe (Hungary, Poland) and also to parts
of the Western core such the US post-2016. The concept of oligarchy or plutocracy is by assumption most applicable to
conceptualizing and specifying small-group and in that sense collective or quasi-collective variations of capitalist
dictatorship and related regimes in global capitalism. Therefore, it is most suitable to the purpose of identifying and
analyzing supra-individual, more sociological forms and proxies of capitalist dictatorship, applying almost in equal
measure to the non-Western periphery of global capitalism such as South America and Eastern Europe under oligarchy
and much of the Western core, especially Great Britain and the US since the 1980s and post-2016. The concept of
kleptocracy is by assumption most applicable to conceptualizing and specifying overtly degenerate or corrupt forms of
capitalist dictatorship, especially oligarchy and plutocracy, along with family dynasty, and similar regimes within
global capitalism. Hence, it is most suitable for the purpose of identifying and analyzing predatory and extortionary
variations of capitalist dictatorship, applying largely to the non-Western periphery of global capitalism such as South
America, Africa and Eastern Europe under oligarchy and also sections of the Western core such the US post-2016.
The preceding is only a first and small step toward introducing capitalist dictatorship to the broader sociological
audience outside Marxist sociology and especially conceptualizing and specifying this concept in non-Marxist terms.
Further theoretical analyses and empirical studies are needed to better conceptualize and understand this phenomenon
especially in a broader sociological framework not limited to Marxist sociology.
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